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Executive Summary 
 
Group Direction 
 
Under direction from the Goal 2 
Team, the Permit Streamlining 
Workgroup (PSW) was tasked with 
recommending a streamlined 
process for acquiring environmental 
permits for projects that affect 
natural resources.  To address this 
challenge, the PSW convened a 
series of meetings to identify issues 
that agency staff have encountered 
over the years working on similar 
activities in such environments.  The 
PSW then reviewed other permit 
streamlining models used both inside 
and outside of California for their 
strengths and weaknesses and how 
well they addressed the issues. 
   

This resulted in a series of 
recommendations to correct 
problems that the PSW identified in 
California’s environmental permitting 
process.  The solution centers 
around the use of coordinated Permit 
Review Teams (PRT) to enhance the 
development of unified permit 
recommendations.   
 
The outcome of this effort is 
summarized in the following 8-step 
process.  In addition to these eight 
steps, the PSW identified operational 
needs that were felt to be imperative 
to the long-term success of the 
program.  These recommendations 
are also summarized. 
 
 

 
Pilot Program 
 
To test the described process, the 
PSW is recommending testing the 
streamlined approach on Caltrans 
projects as a pilot program.  Caltrans 
was chosen because their projects 
typically involve multi-agency 

reviews and permits.  Once the 
operational logistics of the process 
are refined, the program could be 
employed by other State agencies 
for use as applicable.
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Work Group Recommended Process 
 
The following flow chart summarized the recommended permit streamlining process. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 

Applicant Submits 
Preliminary Project and 
Permit Applications to 

Agencies 
 
The project applicant completes a 
preliminary application to initiate 
early permit coordination.  This 
application will not take the place of 
individual agency permits that the 
applicant needs to submit. 
 
Any entity proposing an activity 
would fill out an application that 
contains the following information: 
 
a. Preliminary Environmental Study 

(PES)-type initial permit 
application;   

b. Prepare detailed project 
description including 
environmental setting; 

c. Submit permit application(s) 
(preliminary or final depending on 
agency regulations) in order to 
trigger initial discussions/dialog. 

 

  
 
 
 

Determine CEQA/NEPA Lead 
Agency 
 

Project Lead Agency determined 
early in the process.  The Lead 
Agency is then responsible for 
assembling the affected agencies 
that have permitting authority.    
 
a. Recognize that not all projects 

will necessarily require a 
CEQA/NEPA document by which 
mitigation monitoring and other 
CEQA processes would be 
employed. 

 
 Lead Agency Convenes 
Review Team from Affected 

Agencies 
 
Lead Agency hosts monthly periodic 
meeting, similar to Caltrans’ Project 
Development Team (PDT) format, 
where all agencies that would have 
jurisdiction over the project meet to 
review project status and review 

1. 2.

3.
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issues needed to expedite permit 
approvals.   
 
a. Identify CEQA/NEPA strategy; 
b. Review project proposal; 
c. Determine if all permits have 

been identified and/or applied for; 
d. Determine if all affected agencies 

are included in the PRT; 
e. Determine what information will 

be required and what 
methodologies will be used for 
completing environmental field 
assessments, documentation, 
analysis, and final permit 
applications. 

 
 Enter Project Into a Database 
Tracking System 

 
A database driven tracking system 
will be used to monitor action items 
and completed tasks.  This system 
will be internet accessible so all 
parties can review and update status 
as often as necessary. 
 

a. Create a web-based 
project tracking system; 

b. Consider including in the 
database: geographic 
location, lead, responsible 
and trustee agencies, 
local/state/federal 
documents, environmental 
permits, affected project 
boundary, and project 
schedule/milestones, key 
decisions, and meeting 
notes. 

 
 Complete Field Surveys 
 

All standard field protocols will be 
used to complete field studies.  The 
intent of early agency coordination is 

to give the field team adequate 
guidance on expected field surveys 
and methodologies thereby reducing 
duplicate field visits.   
 

 Submit Field and Technical 
Reports to All Agencies 

 
Upon completion of field studies, 
technical reports will be submitted to 
the permitting agencies.  Where 
possible, one report that covers the 
same resources may be sent to all 
agencies.  The report would contain 
all the necessary information that 
each agency needs to complete their 
permit process.   
 
To facilitate equal understanding of 
technical issues, the PRT will meet 
to discuss their reviews of the 
technical reports, to clarify any 
additional needs, and resolve any 
conflicting recommendations.  This 
review would constitute a single 
comprehensive set of comments by 
the agencies for final report 
compilation. 
 

 Lead Agency Conducts 
CEQA/NEPA Review 

 
The technical report(s) will be used 
by the Lead Agency for preparation 
of the CEQA/NEPA document.  
Through early agency coordination a 
greater opportunity exists to 
incorporate avoidance, minimization 
and/or compensation measures into 
the project design. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.

5.

6.

7.
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 Distribute Approvals and 
Permits 

 
Upon completion of the permitting 
process, each agency will submit 

their signed permit to the applicant.  
Where possible, no agency will wait 
for another agency to complete their 
permitting/signatory process.

 
 
Next Steps 
 
To implement the 8-step permitting process, the PSW identified four key needs 
that are necessary for the operational success of the process.  These are:
 
 

 Memorandum of 
Understanding 

 
First and foremost, a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) will need to 
be signed by the participating 
agencies defining their commitments 
to implement the process.  The MOA 
will include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 
 
a. Spell out each agencies mission, 

statutory and regulatory 
authorities, and responsibilities; 

b. A commitment to fund and send 
staff to reoccurring training; 

c. Representatives of participating 
agencies will be committed to the 
team throughout the project 
review process; 

d. Establishment of review times; 
e. Commitments to meeting 

schedules; 
f. Funding plan. 
 

 Tracking System/Database 
 

A tracking system will be created 
that can be accessed by the 
applicant and the PRT to check the 
progress of the permitting activity.  

Notes can be made part of the 
system whereby reviewers can 
submit their status thus facilitating 
the delivery of information necessary 
to complete the permit.  The intent is 
to reduce the opportunity for projects 
to be delayed due to an “incomplete 
application”. 
 
a. Create a web-based project 

tracking system. 
b. Consider including in the 

database: geographic location, 
lead, responsible and trustee 
agencies, local/state/federal 
documents, environmental 
permits, affected project 
boundary, and project 
schedule/milestones. 

 
 Preliminary Permit 
Application 

 
An initial joint-agency application 
must be created that addresses all 
the needs of the involved resource 
and regulatory agencies.  The intent 
is to allow the applicant to clearly 
see at the beginning of the project 
what will be needed to permit the 
activity in the most efficient manner.  

8.

1.

2.

3.
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Additionally, a checklist will need to 
accompany the application that 
identifies all the potential studies that 
will need to be prepared for the 
project.  Once studies are identified, 
protocols for those studies must be 
identified by the permitting agency.  
The intent is to eliminate fieldwork 
performed using the wrong protocol 
thus causing project delays.  Forms 
under consideration include Caltrans’ 
Preliminary Environmental Study 
(PES) or Preliminary Environmental 
Analysis Report (PEAR).  The 
signatories to the MOA will need to 
determine where the form will be 
located and how it will be 
maintained. 
 

 Staff Training 
 

Common training in how the 
coordinated PRT process operates 

and the technical disciplines (e.g., 
fluvial geomorphology, biology, fish 
passage, etc.), and methodologies is 
crucial to performing consistent 
environmental assessments and 
permit review.  In addition, training 
should: 
  
a. Be multi-agency, cross-

functional, and publicly offered; 
b. Implement a continuing education 

process that is provided on a 
regularly, reoccurring basis; 

b. Develop a training program to 
identify assessment standards 
and protocols; 

c. Budget sufficient funds to 
maintain regularly offered 
training; 

d. Provide information about the 
various agencies’ missions, 
values, and goals. 

  

4.
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1.0 Background 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
The Tri-Agency Partnership was formed on February 21, 2001 when the 
Secretaries for The California Environmental Protection Agency, the Resources 
Agency, and the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency signed an 
agreement “to identify program areas in which additional cooperation between 
the Parties will more successfully integrate statewide goals of enhanced mobility 
with those of environmental protection.” The purpose of the Tri-Agency 
Partnership “is to engage in concerted, cooperative, and collaborative program 
relationships among the parties." The Tri-Agency Partnership’s objective “is to 
ensure the timely planning and implementation of transportation projects that 
protect or restore the State’s environment. The Parties agree that transportation 
projects need to be delivered and should support our shared goal of protecting or 
improving the quality of our environment.”1 
 
In the continuing effort to achieve the objective of the Partnership Agreement, 
The Tri-Agency Partnership identified two goals in February 2002. The goals 
were: 
 

Goal 1 – Design and test processes for early and full integration of resource 
and environmental issues into regional transportation plans. 
 
Goal 2 – Design and test processes to achieve “one pass” environmental 
impacts reports and permits. Integrate successful models into Caltrans 
standard procedures. 

 
Two teams were formed to achieve the identified goals. The Goal 2 Team is 
comprised of members from the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), the State Lands Commission, the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), the Department of Toxic Substance Control, the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), the Department of Parks and Recreation, 
and the Resources Agency. The Goal 2 Team drafted the following mission 
statement: 
 

Design and test procedures for a “one pass” environmental approval and 
permit process to expedite delivery of infrastructure projects and protect and 
enhance the environment. Integrate successful procedures into standard 
agency’s policies and practices. 
 

                                                 
1 Partnership Agreement among Resources Agency, California Environmental Protection Agency, and 
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency – February 21, 2001 
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• Integrate consideration of environmental resource issues into early project 
planning through early engagement with environmental resource and 
regulatory agencies. 

 
• Develop uniform environmental documentation standards that can be used by 

all agencies to meet their environmental approval and permit obligations. 
 

• Commit to simultaneous agency evaluation of issues and documents; 
eliminate sequential consideration of issues. 

 
• Develop streamlined environmental review timelines. 

 
• Consider dual purpose projects as a standard practice in development of 

infrastructure projects. 
 

• Create mitigation bank development and credit withdrawal process. 
 
In furtherance of its mission, the Goal 2 Team addressed the status of past and 
current permit streamlining efforts in California for aquatic environments. The 
Team identified an effort by the Resources Agency (Permit Streamlining Group) 
that was looking at ways in which the CDFG Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (Fish and Game Code §§1600-1607) could function as a principal 
permit for subsequent tiering to other State and Federal environmental 
regulations such as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the 
California Endangered Species Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act, 
Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Rivers and Harbors Act, 
etc. The Permit Streamlining Group met regularly until 2001 and was in the 
process of defining a strategy when reorganization and staff changes within 
CDFG led to a hiatus in the effort. 
 
The Resources Agency and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) were 
supportive of reconstituting this effort and moving forward. To this end, the Goal 
2 Team created the Permit Streamlining Workgroup comprised of members from 
Caltrans, the Resources Agency, CDFG, SWRCB, NMFS, and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. The Workgroup has met continuously since July 2001. 
 
The Workgroup developed the following goal statement: 
 

To improve decision making among federal, state, and local agencies for the 
purpose of assuring effective protection of aquatic resources through 
coordinated planning, project development, and permitting. 

 
The recommendation presented in this report is the first step identified by the 
Workgroup in achieving its goal. Upon agreement by the Tri-Agency Partnership 
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that the course of action outlined in the report is appropriate, the Workgroup will 
begin work establishing the implementation of the recommendation. 
 
1.2 Permit Streamlining Workgroup (PSW) 
 
Deborah McKee  Department of Transportation 
Frank Roddy   State Water Resources Control Board 
Joyce Young   Department of Fish and Game 
Derek Kantar   HDR, Inc. (consultant) 
 
In consultation with: 
Cathy Bleier   The Resources Agency 
Calvin Fong   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Lyn Gillespie   U.S. Forest Service 
Kelley Reid   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Nick Villa   Department of Fish and Game 
 
 
1.3 Issues and Constraints 
 
The concept of permit streamlining is not new and has become a frequently 
heard phrase in regulatory circles for over a decade.  From the federal level 
down to local agencies, numerous attempts have been made to create models 
that improve permit process efficiencies for the permitting agencies as well as the 
permit applicant.  To illustrate the vast number of potential streamlining 
references, a quick search using the Google search engine produced the 
following number of references using the following key word phrases: 
 

Key Words Number of References 
Permit streamlining Over 75,000 
Environmental permit streamlining Over 35,000 
Permit streamlining transportation Over 25,000 
Environmental permit streamlining 
transportation 

Over 16,000 

 
Using the above references as a starting point for this study, over 300 agency 
references to permit streamlining were reviewed.  Omitted from this review were 
articles written by special interest groups so that a concentrated effort could be 
placed on reviewing models that other agencies around the country have 
employed or have attempted to employ.  The results of this cursory review were 
not surprising to long-time veterans of permit programs.   The three most critical 
issues preventing the implementation of a streamlined permitting process were: 
 

1) Lack of permit agency staff available to commit to such programs,  
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2) Lack of training, both for the regulators and regulated community, in the 
streamlined process, and  

3) Lack of funding for any one agency to maintain ownership of the process. 
 
In the PSW’s review of local streamlining programs we found this to be case.  
Two specific examples are mentioned as follows.  The first is the San Francisco 
Bay Area’s Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA).  The benefit of 
the JARPA model is that the applicant is provided with a checklist of possible 
permit agencies in the Bay Area, including their contact information, which may 
have jurisdiction over a given project.  The disadvantage of this model is that no 
one particular agency or ‘clearinghouse’ has been set up to process the 
application.  As such, applicants are left to discern for themselves which permits 
apply and which do not.  Unfortunately it is too common for an applicant to learn 
several months into the process that other permits are required forcing the start 
of a new permit process and the restart of some technical studies.  Washington 
State has a similar JARPA process that essentially has the same constraints as 
the Bay Area model. 
 
The second streamlining model often heard of is a ‘one stop permit’ process.  
Washington State, through the Department of Transportation (WSDOT), has 
been maturing this model for the past several years and has found some 
successes and challenges.  Unique to the WSDOT model is the creation of an 
interdisciplinary team (IDT) that is created for each new project.  The applicant 
submits a unified permit application that brings the permitting agencies to the 
table to request information of the applicant.  Each permitting agency reviews 
their procedures against the project and after a few weeks returns to the IDT 
table to discuss the technical approach with the applicant and each other.  Once 
a process of field study is identified, the applicant consults with each agency 
outside of the IDT for the remainder of the permit process.  As is actually the 
case, ‘one permit’ is not issued for the project but rather each agency submits 
their respective permit to the applicant under their normal procedures.  
Inconsistencies between permit programs, such as suggested and required 
mitigation, are left to the applicant to resolve. 
 
Given the constraints reported in other streamlining programs, the PSW 
convened a series of meetings intended to identify issues and recommendations 
for a streamlining model that could be used in California.  Using a group process 
known as ‘clustering’ the PSW supported each other in identifying potential and 
known permit process constraints.  Likewise once the list of issues was recorded, 
the PSW clustered possible solutions to the identified constraints.  The results of 
this exercise resulted in the eight-step streamlining process presented herein.  
The consolidated text of the streamlining issues and solutions is found in 
Appendix A of this report. 
 
The PSW was very candid with each other and noted that some permit issues 
that affect streamlining will not likely be overcome any time soon.  Some of these 
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issues related to the conflicting missions of each permit agency.  It was 
expressed that in some cases the differences between preservation and 
conservation could have an influence on the permit process.  A clear example 
discussed within the PSW is the image of a bulldozer in a stream.  If the purpose 
for the bulldozer is not understood it could be easily assumed that the reason is 
for some type of urban development.  But what if the bulldozer was involved in a 
habitat restoration activity.  Would the permit agencies process the permits, 
review the technical reports or apply mitigation measures differently?  These 
differences in agency missions will have to be worked through over a period of 
time.  Clearly a key to resolving these differences is solid communication at the 
beginning of a project. 
 
1.4 Testing the Model Through a Pilot Program 
 
To test the described model, the PSW is recommending testing this approach on 
northern California Caltrans projects under the watch of a pilot program.  
Caltrans was chosen because their projects typically involve multi-agency 
reviews and permits.  Further, given refinements that grow out of pilot programs, 
frequent progress updates could be made to Tri-Agency and other interested 
officials with relative logistic ease.  Once the operational logistics of the process 
are refined, the program could be employed by other State agencies for use as 
applicable. 
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2.0 Recommended Process 
 
The PSW prepared the following model to facilitate permit processing through a 
series of steps that primarily revolves around team communication.  As we identified 
streamlining issues and solutions, both inside and outside California, our desire was 
to craft a model that did not change current regulations but rather incorporated the 
type of multi-agency communications that have prevented other streamlining 
programs from being more successful.  Additionally, we strived to create a model 
that could be implemented very quickly and was achievable using current regulatory 
and permit programs.  As you will see, the use of Project Review Teams (PRT) is 
our recommendation to maintain cohesive group of individuals who will remain 
responsible for the permitting of a particular project.  By doing so we retain 
consistency within the project team as well as develop a better understanding of the 
workings of the streamlined process that can then be taught to others. 
 
The following flow chart explains the eight-step permit streamlining process. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 
 
2.1 Submit Preliminary Project Application and Permit Applications 
 
Objective: 

To begin an initial submittal process by which agency consultations and/or 
permitting can begin. 
 

Advantages 
• Begins the permitting process for those agencies that cannot start 

consultations until they receive an application. 
• Serves as an early identification to which permits may be needed for the 

project.  Will help avoid last minute permitting requests. 
  
Disadvantages 

• Getting the agencies to adapt to a single initial application will take time to 
create, adopt and then get out to the regulated community. 

 

1. Applicant submits 
preliminary project 

and permit 
applications 

2. Determine 
CEQA/NEPA Lead 

Agency 

3. Lead Agency 
convenes review 

team from affected 
agencies 

4. Enter project 
into a database 
tracking system 

5. Complete field 
surveys  

6. Submit field and 
technical reports to 
permitting agencies

7. Lead Agency 
conducts 

CEQA/NEPA 
review 

8. Distribute 
approvals and 

permits 
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The PSW recognized that project applicants would be well served if they 
understood in the early stages of project development which permits would need 
to be applied for and how that process would shape the ultimate project design.  
The intent of this step is not to create ‘one permit’ application suitable for all 
agencies, but rather to help the PRT determine if all necessary permits are being 
applied for.  Additionally, it was recognized that not all agencies have a 
mechanism by which they can come to the planning table unless an application is 
submitted.  This step will allow all affected agencies to staff the PRT with the 
appropriate person thus helping guide the project through the early planning 
phases.   
 
It is recognized that developing a type of application/checklist will be a challenge 
since different agencies request different information on their applications.  Our 
intent is not to create an application that is too cumbersome for the applicant, yet 
provides enough information to the agencies to begin discussions with the 
applicant.  It is envisioned that the application will need to have a fairly detailed 
project description so that the permitting agencies will have a reasonable idea of 
the scope and scale of the project.  Maps showing the project vicinity and 
location would be included as well as appropriate engineering drawings of the 
proposed activity. 
 
The PSW considered the form of the application and elected to maintain a more 
checklist style.  The intent here is to take advantage of some current applications 
that serve the project initiation process relatively well and not spend considerable 
time trying to create a brand new system.  Two examples that can be borrowed 
from Caltrans are the Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) and the 
Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR).  These forms can be found 
as Appendix B and C, respectively, in this report.  Both of these forms, and in 
particular the PES, have a set of boxes that are organized by resource category.  
Each box represents a type of impact area or study that would need to be 
prepared to clear the project through regulatory protocols.  Such a form could be 
adapted for multiple-agency use without having to labor extensively over form 
and content.  The PSW proposes to modify the PES and PEAR processes to 
satisfy multiple agency needs.  
 
Of concern in this step is how to distribute the form to the permitting agencies 
and the regulated community.  There may be opportunities to post the form on 
each agency’s web site as well as those of The Resources Agency and the State 
Clearinghouse.  Announcing the availability of the form to the general public 
could be distributed through various professional publications and organizations 
such as the Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California (CELSOC), 
Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) and American Planning 
Association (APA) to name a few. 
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2.2 Determine CEQA/NEPA Lead Agency 
 
Objective: 
 To assemble the CEQA/NEPA team early in the planning process in order to 

properly determine the correct type of document, determine how to present 
the permit activities in the document, and to foster resource avoidance or 
minimization efforts.     

 
Advantages: 

• Establishes project leadership early in the permitting and environmental 
evaluation phase. 

• Provides an incentive to reduce impacts so that a simplified CEQA/NEPA 
process can be use, such as Negative Declarations and Findings of No 
Significant Impact. 

• Reduces duplication in assessment reporting between technical studies 
and summary findings. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• Preliminary engineering often occurs well in advance of environmental 
studies thus creating uncertainty as to when to create the CEQA/NEPA 
team. 

• Lead Agency may not have qualified environmental professionals to 
manage the environmental planning process. 

 
Nearly all new development projects require some form of processing through 
either the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The types of document selected under either 
of these programs are typically supported by environmental technical studies, 
many of which are prepared for environmental permits.  Project applicants would 
benefit from early coordination of the two activities in several areas.  First, once a 
general understanding of the physical conditions of the site is understood, 
opportunities are created to present environmental constraints to the engineering 
team who can then modify the project to support a simplified CEQA/NEPA 
process.  Designing in the absence of environmental constraints often results in 
higher design fees and longer design schedules. 
 
In addition to supporting preliminary designs, having a leadership structure in 
place to oversee the regulatory compliance process provides the applicant with 
some assurances that environmental professionals are managing the 
environmental process.  Additionally, given that there is often overlaps between 
the contents of permit reports and CEQA/NEQA documents, a greater 
opportunity exists to minimize duplicate reporting efforts.  Further, if questions of 
policy or protocol come up during field studies, there is a structure in place by 
which to resolve conflicts early. 
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2.3 Lead Agency Convenes Review Team From Affected Agencies  
 
Objective: 
 The PRT, including cooperating, responsible, and trustee agencies, shall 

meet early and as necessary so as to affect positive decisions regarding 
resource impacts and mitigation.   

 
Advantages: 

• Permit process is agreed to early in the project life cycle. 
• The resource specialist will address specialty aspects of the 

permit/technical issues.  Technical skill sets will be matched to the 
affected resources. 

•  Resource specialists and not environmental generalists will address 
technical issues, particularly in the areas of biological resources. 

• By working together the permitting team better articulates legal 
requirements vs. personal wants vs. resource needs.  Mitigation ratios are 
an example where common understandings can result in fair mitigation 
ratios. 

 
Disadvantages 

• Staff rotates out of jobs thus losing project and process continuity.  
• Internal and external consultants can be vague about what information 

from all disciplines will be needed as well as an understanding of why 
those needs exist.  As such, both sides need to have an elevated comfort 
level before benefits will become readily apparent.  Milestones can be 
used to be sure the PRT is on track with data submitted. 

• This process will require more meetings.  As such, meeting efficiency 
needs to be enhanced, particularly in the areas of voice and visual 
communications to cut down on travel time (maps, plans etc.).  Objective 
will be to create a simple process and a short learning curve.  Regulatory 
and external IT personnel will need to get together to facilitate common 
and available solutions.   

• Success will largely be dependent on the commitment of people, time, 
leadership, and resources. 

 
Once the PRT is identified, the Lead Agency will assemble the PRT to outline 
how the environmental compliance process will be structured.  The Lead Agency 
will host periodic meetings to where all agencies that would have jurisdiction over 
the project meet to review project status and review issues needed to expedite 
permit approvals.  Specifically the team will meet to identify, among other issues: 
 

a. Review project proposal, description, and engineering objectives;  
b. Outline draft CEQA/NEPA strategy; 
c. Determine if all permits have been identified and/or applied for; 
d. Determine if all affected agencies are included in the PRT; 
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e. Determine what information will be required and what methodologies 
will be used for completing environmental field assessments, 
documentation, analysis, and final permit applications; and  

f. Review dispute resolution process. 
 
To assist in this process, it may be necessary for the Lead Agency to assign a 
permit manager from the team or bring in such an individual.  The permit 
manager would ensure that the appropriate skill sets are represented to evaluate 
the type of physical environment impacted.  These skill sets could be comprised 
of internal and external members.  Internal members refer to agency staff and 
external members refer to consultants who may be used to perform specific 
activities such as wetland delineations or protocol species surveys. What is most 
important is that the appropriate professionals are used in their respected 
disciplines.  For example, generalists would be used as specialists at preparing 
documents for general readers and mass communication.  Biological specialists 
would perform/review technical studies and tasks other than the generalists.  To 
make the streamlining process effective, the correct skill sets must be matched to 
the task at hand.  
 
In order for this initial team process to be effective, the Lead Agency or permit 
manager will need to be particularly effective at organizing the permitting team 
from the outset.  Equally important is that a communication protocol is 
established to keep everyone informed of project status, deliverables, and 
milestones.  Important to identify early will be what type of communication tools 
will be employed to maximize the efficiency of the team.  For example, it may not 
be necessary for all members to be in attendance if conference calls are 
established with appropriate meeting materials and exhibits distributed in 
advance.   
 
It is also important at this meeting that the dispute resolution process be 
explained to the team.  The advantages of having a consistent team at the 
planning table is that there would be experienced personnel available who should 
be able to look at the end product/permit and discern what is in the best interest 
of the resource and the project without causing serious project delays.  The 
ability to resolve issues with fellow professionals is preferred over a more formal 
mediated process. 
 
Of paramount importance to the success of the review team is that the permit 
agencies will need to understand the new procedures, accept the program, and 
provide the resources to work within it.  The success of these points will need to 
be directed from high levels within the state to allow the program to succeed.  
There needs to be a value to this process that is understood and accepted by the 
lead agency, by the resource agencies, by the state, and the project applicants.   
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2.4 Enter Project Into A Database Tracking System 
 
Objective: 
 Create an easily accessible, online, tracking system whereby the project team 

knows who is working on the project, the current status of the project, and 
what data is available or needed to complete permitting tasks. 

 
Advantages: 

• Creates a list of contacts; 
• Documents meeting minutes and milestones for group consistency; 
• A real-time system shares common data; 
• The project team knows the current status of deliverables at all times; 
• Memorializes key decisions. 
 

Disadvantages: 
• Would need to identify who will host and maintain the system and at what 

cost; 
• Need to create a system that allows equal access to the decisions, 

milestones, and ‘what if’ discussions that are relevant to the permitting 
teams. 

 
The tracking system is perhaps the most complex part of this streamlining model.  
In fact, the model could be employed without the tracking system at the outset 
with the goal of having such a system in place over a prescribed period of time.  
The real purpose of the tracking system is to share information.  This common 
gap in permit review and environmental assessments has often resulted in permit 
delays due to ‘incomplete applications’, duplication of field studies, and 
misunderstandings of field objectives and study areas.  
 
It is accepted that creating such system could be time and labor intensive.  Even 
once the system is created, it would take considerable effort to maintain the 
contents by Information Technology staff.  Additionally, the data base would need 
to be updated with current information from the permitting staff adding to their 
exiting workload.  The tracking system could be started with some very basic 
information and matured over time as familiarity with the system develops. 
 
2.5 Complete Field Surveys 
 
Objectives: 
 Perform field studies with a unified approach using agreed upon protocols. 
 
Advantages: 

• Field personnel know exactly what studies they are to perform and which 
methods they are to use to collect field data; 



2.0 Recommended Process 
 

 
Work Group Permit Streamlining Recommendation Page 17 
May 2003 

• Reduces the risk of unnecessary field studies, incomplete reports and the 
permit agencies not receiving what they need to evaluate the project 
against their regulations.   

 
Disadvantages: 

• Some studies may be delayed until the team convenes; 
• Some studies may need to be initiated before the team convenes opening 

the possibility for those studies to need to be revised or resurveyed 
depending on selected methodology. 

 
During this step in the model, all normal field protocols will be used to survey 
physical site conditions.  The intent is not to change the regulatory processes or 
procedures but launch into them with a clear understanding of goals, objectives 
and methods.  Understanding from the beginning when certain studies will be 
completed will also allow for multiple studies to be completed at the same time 
and perhaps by the same team.  For example, when the field team is mapping 
the limits of jurisdiction for the Corps of Engineers, they can also be mapping the 
limits of jurisdiction for the Department of Fish and Game.  This would save field 
time and money and possibly allow for quicker preparation of field reports. 
 
2.6 Submit Field/Biological Technical Reports to All Agencies 
 
Objective: 
 Create a protocol whereby technical reports will be submitted to the permitting 

agencies.  Where possible, one report that covers the same resource may be 
sent to all agencies.  The report would contain all the necessary information 
that each agency needs to complete their permit process.  Where one report 
is not appropriate, submit/distribute technical reports as early as possible to 
facilitate early discussions and approvals.    

 
Advantages 

• Required reports would be known from the beginning with objectives and 
milestones identified; 

• Shares results early thus facilitating a common understanding of the 
physical resources.  Increases professional interpretation of field 
conditions by reducing personal perceptions; 

• Like and kind issues would be discussed together (i.e., wetland data can 
be in one report for all who need to review wetland data). 

 
Disadvantages 

• One report can have problems if some surveys/reports can be completed 
in a few weeks while others take a few years; 

• One standard analysis cannot meet the needs of all regulatory programs.  
Several tests and analyses must be employed to get to the conclusion.  
May need a table that identifies one law, then the discussion, next law – 
then the discussion, etc. 
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To facilitate equal understanding of technical issues, the PRT will meet to 
discuss their reviews of the reports and clarify any additional needs.  This 
meeting would also be used to resolve any conflicting recommendations between 
agencies and to arrive at recommendations that are science based rather than 
agency based.  Of particular importance to the permit applicant is that the permit 
manager could consolidate the review comments into a single comprehensive set 
of comments thereby reducing the opportunity for conflicting reviews.   
 
Some streamlining models have proposed creating one report that is sent to all 
agencies to ensure that permit decisions are based on the same set of facts.   
Except for all but the simplest projects, this approach often creates more 
constraints than it solves.  Some field protocols require multiple year studies, 
such as those for fairy shrimp, and could hold up the approval of other studies.  
What is recommended in the PSW model is that it may be appropriate for some 
resource evaluations to be combined in one report and sent to multiple agencies.  
One example could be a wetland evaluation and delineation where all the 
agencies who have an interest in the wetland study could help prepare the field 
methodology and table of contents for the wetland report so that their evaluation 
of the wetland resource is consistent with each other.   

 
2.7 Lead Agency Conducts CEQA/NEPA Review 
 
Objectives: 
 To use the permit technical report(s) for preparation of the CEQA/NEPA 

document.  These studies, in concert with the CEQA/NEPA process, could 
create a greater opportunity to incorporate avoidance, minimization, and/or 
compensation measures into the project design. 

 
Advantages: 

• Provides early environmental constraints to the engineering team; 
• Encourages early consultations between the applicant and permit agency; 
• Reduces duplicate technical report preparation; 
• Encourages avoidance, minimization, and/or compensation measures. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• CEQA/NEPA may not start for years after the reports are completed 
requiring some update of the reports. 

• Project redesigns to meet CEQA/NEPA may result in supplemental field 
studies and report revisions/updates. 

 
It is common that authors of CEQA/NEPA documents are not the same 
specialists who conduct technical field studies.  This step in the model would 
provide the report specialists with field studies that have been approved in form 
and content by specialist with the correct skill sets to make physical field 
assessments.  With the permit agencies having been involved in the technical 
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report initiation and review, what they eventually see in the CEQA/NEPA 
document should not come as a surprise.  This familiarity with the technical 
report should accelerate review of the CEQA/NEPA document by the permit 
agencies.  
 
2.8 Distribute Approvals and Permits 
 
Objectives: 

Each agency is to submit their signed permit to the applicant as soon as 
possible.  Where possible, no agency will wait for another agency to complete 
their permitting/signatory process. 

 
Advantages: 

• Engineering team would clearly understand their design limitations; 
• Frees up permit staff to work on other projects. 

 
Disadvantages: 

• Applicant may not understand why one permit takes longer than another 
resulting in unnecessary frustrations. 

 
The permit agencies would be encouraged to submit their completed permits as 
soon as possible to the applicant.  This understanding of environmental 
constraints, mitigation measures, and permit conditions would provide better 
opportunities for effective regional planning for future activities in the study area.  
No recommendation for altering the permit submittal process is provide in this 
model. 
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3.0 Next Steps 
 
During the exercise of clustering issues and solutions, several key actions were 
identified that the PSW felt were critical to enhance the success of this 
streamlining model.  Perhaps more important, these features appeared to be 
missing or not apparent from the myriad of other streamlining processes 
reviewed to create this model.    
 
 
1.  Create Memorandum of Understanding  
 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will need to be crafted and signed by 
the participating agencies defining their commitments to implement the process.  
The MOU will include, but not be limited, the following: 
 

a. Spells out each agencies mission, statutory and regulatory authorities; 
b. Commits funds and sends staff to reoccurring training in how to implement 

the model; 
c. Designates participating agencies and their representatives who will be 

committed to the team for a designated period of time and outlines how 
replacements will be brought into the program; 

d. Establishes schedules for approving research methodologies, technical 
report reviews and delivery of executed permits; 

e. Outlines commitments to meeting schedules; 
f. Outlines a funding plan to support the model from the participating 

agencies. 
 
The intent of the MOU is to secure a commitment from the permit agencies to 
work with the model for a reasonable amount of time and to commit the staff and 
funds to sustain the effort.  Even though this model does not propose to change 
regulatory policy at this time, any new process will require a period of training 
and adjustment before success can be claimed.  This model focuses heavily on 
communication, the sharing of information, and science-based decisions.  It is 
anticipated that a commitment to these foundation elements will result in an 
improved process and within a reasonable amount of time. 
 
2. Tracking System/Project Database 
 
It is accepted that one of the more challenging parts of this model is the 
recommendation to create an online (perhaps web based), real time, project 
tracking system.  This system should be easily accessed by the applicant to 
confirm project status and updated by the PRT to advise of current progress.  
Notes should be made part of the system whereby permit reviewers can submit 
their comments and needs thus facilitating the delivery of expedient information 
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necessary to complete the permit.  The intent is to reduce the opportunity for 
projects to be delayed due to an “incomplete application”.   
 
It is assumed that the system would need to start out by providing simple 
information that is obtained from the preliminary project application.  As the 
system matures information such as lead, responsible and trustee agency 
contacts could be provided.  Electronic versions of local, state and federal 
documents could be stored in a type of online library along with previously 
obtained environmental permits and meeting correspondence.  Important project 
decisions could be memorialized on the site along with the project schedule, 
milestones and deliverables.  Similar web-based systems are currently available.  
However the challenge of linking several permit agencies on a single system that 
project applicants can access presents a unique challenge for Information 
Technology managers.  Whereas this system would not need to be immediately 
created to initiate this streamlining model, the success of streamlining relies 
heavily on the exchange and access to common information and conclusions.  
Information not shared cannot promote an accelerated permitting process. 
 
 
3. Preliminary Permit Application 
 
An initial joint-agency application or checklist must be created that provides 
enough information to allow those agencies to come to the planning table who 
can only do so after a complete application is submitted.  The intent is to allow 
the Lead Agency, permitting agencies and project applicant to work with the 
project engineers early in the design process and to understand what permits will 
be needed to authorize the activity in the most efficient manner.  This form needs 
to identify the potential studies that are typically required for work in certain types 
of physical environments.  Forms suitable for modified use in this model include 
Caltrans’ Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) form and/or Preliminary 
Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR).  These existing forms are recommended 
because they have gone through a period of use and have been modified for use 
in a broad array of physical environments.   
 
As was mentioned earlier, of concern is how to distribute the form to the 
permitting agencies and the regulated community.  There may be opportunities to 
post the form on each agency’s web site as well as those of The Resources 
Agency and the State Clearinghouse.  Announcing the availability of the form to 
the general public could be distributed through various professional publications 
and organizations such as the Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of 
California (CELSOC), Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) and 
American Planning Association (APA), to name a few. 
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4. Staff Training 
 
As with any new approach, training will be required to teach staff why the model 
was crafted the way it was and how to use it effectively.  Given the high priority 
placed on the communication process, PRT coordination and field method 
approvals, it will be crucial that a consistent and sustained training program be 
funded and supported by the permitting agencies.  Common, cross functional 
training in how the coordinated PRT process operates in relation to the technical 
disciplines (e.g., fluvial geomorphology, biology, fish passage, etc.) will be crucial 
to performing consistent environmental assessments and permit reviews.  In 
addition, training should: 
  

a. Be multi-agency, cross-functional, and publicly offered; 
b. Implement a continuing education process that is provided on a regularly, 

reoccurring basis; 
c. Include a review or identification of assessment standards and protocols; 
d. Budget sufficient funds to maintain regularly offered training; 
e. Provide information about the various agencies’ missions, values, and 

goals. 
 
5. Long Term Recommendations 
 
The PSW has identified additional actions that could further facilitate permit 
streamlining.  Some of these actions are readily implementable though the use of 
vehicles such as interagency agreements and programmatic agreements.  Other 
options would require legislative action such as making amendments to CEQA.  
Some of these potential actions are summarized below: 
 
Currently available mechanisms: 

• Interagency Agreements; 
• Programmatic Agreements;  
• 4(d) rule between Fish and Game and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service;  
• Expand Categorical Exemptions where appropriate;  
• Section 6 Agreement between CDFG and NMFS to acknowledge 

adequacy of and provide federal funding to support conservation and 
management programs administered by CDFG for federally listed species; 

• Regional General Permits (Corps); and, 
• Statewide Programmatic General Permits (Corps). 

 
Requires legislative action: 

• Amend state law to allow delegation of the Corps 404 program to a state 
agency;  
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• Amend federal law to allow delegation of project review and authorization 
under FESA to CDFG to perform concurrent review and authorization with 
CESA;  

 
Likewise, other legal processes may warrant modification to facilitate an 
expedited permitting program.  These opportunities will be discussed over the life 
of the model.  The PSW is satisfied with the initial outline of this approach and 
looks forward to testing the model on real projects. 
 



 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

STREAMLINING ISSUES SUMMARY 















 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY (PES) FORM 













 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT (PEAR) 


















